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REMARKS 

1 . (these numbers refer to Examiner's sections of the Office Action) In the Office 
Action, the drawings were objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) as not showing 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Specifically, the "first 
clamp", "third clamp", and "fourth clamp" must be shown in the drawings. 
Applicants traverse this rejection and assert that no change to the drawings is 
required. Applicants are not sure what is the basis of this objection, since all 
clamps recited in the claims were and are present in the drawings; but, with the 
claim cancellations of this response, only a "first clamp" and a "second clamp" 
now appear in the claims as presented. The "first clamp" of the claims reads on 
clamp 66 in control circuit 38 in Figure 2, and the "second clamp" of the claims 
reads on clamp 80 in control block 40 of Figure 3. These clamps are 
represented in the drawings by standard symbols for clamps or limiters and 
identified with reference numerals for reference to the text description in the 
description of the preferred embodiment in the standard manner. But to 
eliminate any possibility of confusion, applicants have removed all ordinal 
number identifiers (first, second, etc.) from the description of the preferred 
embodiment, so that such identifiers appear only in the claims in accordance 
with standard patent application practice; and this should eliminate any 
antecedent confusion between the claims and the written description. Applicants 
assert that any legitimate objection to the drawings on this ground is now moot or 
has been eliminated. 

2. In addition, the drawings were objected to under 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference characters "66" and "80" were both used (in the text) to 
designate the "second clamp." This was an error in the text that has been 
corrected by eliminating the word "second" in the text as described above. Now 
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each "clamp" in the specification is identified only by its reference numeral in the 
usual manner, and not change to the drawings is required. 

3. The specification has been objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(1) as 
failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the following terms: pathway, first 
pathway, second pathway, third pathway, fourth pathway, fifth pathway, first 
clamp, third clamp, tapping node, first tapping node, second tapping node, first 
summing node, second summing node. With the claim cancellations of this 
response, applicants have removed all of these specific objections for terms 
other than "clamps," which have been dealt with as described in sections 1 and 2 
of these remarks. For example, the term "clamp 66" in the text description, 
together with the presence of an appropriate symbol with the reference numeral 
"66" in Fig. 2 of the drawings provide sufficient antecedent for the "first clamp" 
recited in the claims and likewise for the clamp 80 and the "second clamp." 

4. The claims are objected to for including reference characters not 
enclosed in parentheses. Applicants have amended the claims to include 
parentheses around reference characters - for example, (Vds), (Vqs) - where 
they are only used as identifiers. They have not done so when the characters 
are used as names of variables in equations - such as Vmag*. Applicants 
believe that their actions are sufficient but stand ready to make any further 
specific amendments that Examiner finds necessary and identifies to applicants. 

Applicants have additionally corrected a minor typographical error 
in paragraph [0024] as follows: "The sensed rotor position signal 0 r is coupled to 
a conversion convorsat i on block 13 designated "P/2" configured to convert 
mechanical rotor position into an electrical rotor position 0 e ." The nature of the 
error and its obvious correction should be clear in the reading of the sentence, 
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and it finds support in the same sentence with the use of the characterizing 
phrase "configured to convert." 

7. With respect to the limitation "the other one of in claim 6, the 

language of the claims in which the limitations of claim 6 have been incorporated 
has been changed from that as presented to the use of ordinal number 
differentiators "first" and "second" to eliminate the objection. Claims 7, 8 and 15 
are no longer presented; and all other objections of this section are thus moot. 

PRESENTED CLAIMS AND THE PRIOR ART 

The presented claims are 10 - 13 and a new claims 19 and 20. 
There are now four independent claims: 12, 13, 19, 20, and authorization 
appears at the end of these remarks to charge a deposit account for an excess 
independent claim. 

Claims 12 and 13 were objected to for technical reasons but were 
deemed allowable if rewritten in independent form. These claims were directly 
dependent on claim 1 and have been rewritten in independent form including all 
limitations of claim 1 , except for two technical amendments that do not affect the 
breadth of the claims. The first of these two amendments is the elimination of 
the identifier "(PM)" after the term "permanent magnet" in the limitations of claim 
1. This identifier is not necessary, since the full phrase "permanent magnet 
machine" sufficiently identifies the recited element. The second of these two 
amendments is the inclusion of parentheses around each of the identifiers "Vds" 
and "Vqs" in response to Examiner's objection to their absence and a slight 
rewording so that each recited element is more clearly associated with its own 
identifier. Applicant asserts that these claims are in condition for allowance. 



U.S.S.N. 10/649,145 (DP-309271) - 14 

Claims 10 and 1 1 were objected to on technical grounds under 35 
USC 1 1 2, which objections are believed to be overcome as described above. 
They were further found to be allowable over the prior art if rewritten in 
independent form. These claims were dependent on claim 1 through claim 6. 
But rather than directly rewriting claims 10 and 1 1 in independent form, 
applicants have entered new claims 19 and 20, each of which includes all the 
limitations of claims 1 and 6 and a further recitation concerning the derivation of 
the "preselected" value in claim 1 to which the quadrature voltage command 
signal (Vqs) is limited in the motoring mode (claim 19) or in the generating mode 
(claim 20). The additional recitation of claim 19 is that this limit is "a quadrature 
voltage command signal limit value derived from the square root of the quantity 
((Vmag*) 2 - (Vds) 2 ), where Vmag* is a voltage magnitude command signal." 
Applicant believes that this claim should be allowable if claim 1 0 is considered 
allowable, since both claim 19 and claim 10 recite deriving the quadrature 
voltage command signal limit value from the square root of ((Vmag*) 2 - (Vds) 2 ), 
which is not shown in the prior art used by Examiner in the rejection of claims 1 
and 6. Claim 10 is now dependent on claim 19. 

Likewise, the additional recitation of claim 20 is that the limit value 
in the generating mode is a quadrature voltage command limit value derived 
from the quantity Vmag*, where Vmag* is a voltage magnitude command 
signal." Claim 1 1 is now dependent on claim 20 and should be allowable for 
reasons similar to claim 10, discussed above. 

Paragraph [0036] of the specification has been amended to provide 
antecedent for these new recitations ("quadrature voltage command limit value") 
introduced in new claims 19 and 20. The amendment is not new matter because 
it logically follows that, if the limit of the quadrature voltage command signal 
(Vqs) in the motoring mode is equal to a constant K times the square root of the 
quantity ((Vmag*) 2 - (Vds) 2 ), as stated in the equation of claim 10 and the 
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specification as filed, it is certainly derived from the quantity ((Vmag*) 2 - (Vds) 2 ). 
And this is similarly true for the recitation of (Vqs) in the generating mode. 

Applicant has also amended claim 1 1 and paragraph [0036] to 
eliminate a possible ambiguity concerning the term Vmag* appearing in the 
equation for the upper limit in the generating mode. The equation was meant to 
state that the voltage magnitude command signal Vmag* is multiplied by the 
scaling factor K; but there is a possible ambiguity in that the asterisk (*) could be 
interpreted (as intended) as part of the identifier Vmag* or could alternatively be 
interpreted as a multiplier term for a quantity Vmag (without the asterisk). By 
placing parentheses around the term "Vmag* applicants remove any possible 
ambiguity. In addition, they have added an additional asterisk before the "K" to 
indicate multiplication. This is, of course, optional, since multiplication would be 
indicated even without it. But applicants have added it to maintain consistency 
with its use in claim 1 0, in which it is used to indicate multiplication. The 
correction does not introduce new matter. First, it does not change the claim but 
only eliminates a possible ambiguity leading to a misreading of the claim. 
Second, if finds support in the specification as filed. Paragraph [0027] states 
that "Commands are designated by an asterisk (*)"; and paragraph [0029] 
defines Vmag* as "a voltage magnitude command signal." In addition, all other 
equations designating the limiting values imposed by clamps 66 and 80 in which 
a version of Vmag appears (paragraphs [0034] - [0040] consistently use the 
command term Vmag*. 

Applicants believe that they have amended the application to 
answer all objections and rejections of the office action, as well as correcting 
additional minor errors. Thus, the claims and specification appear to applicants 
to be in condition for allowance. 

Please charge the fee for one excess independent claim to Deposit 
Account No. 50-0831 . 
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Please charge any deficiencies and credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 50-0831 . 



Respectfully submitted, 




Robert M. Sigler 
Attorney - Reg. No. 26,505 
(248) 813-1245 



